Necker's 'Elementa'. Congress did not agree, but asked for a further report on the subject which was never produced owing to Wilmott's premature death. An analysis of Necker's unitary names is at present in preparation to demonstrate the large number of name changes which might be required by acceptance of Mansfeld's proposal, and at the same time it will be shown that few if any changes will be required if those names of Necker which have been in general use by later authors as generic names are accepted as from the earliest author who made binary combinations under them. It seems, therefore, that some means of rejecting, as invalidly published, all the names concerned is the best solution of this problem.
The argument as to the use of the term "species" by Necker and an attempt to equate it to the Linnean "species" is a double-edged one, as has been most admirably demonstrated by Proskauer (1958). The word species is not unique to biology and merely refers to the fundamental unit in the classification of any collection of objects, natural or otherwise. Necker's "species" was applied to biology by the addition of the word "naturalis" and in effect he stated that in his view the fundamental unit in biology (species naturalis) was not the Linnean species, but the Linnean genus. It will be recalled that this view is held by a fair number of modern biologists (Laurence et Necker's 'Elementa'. Congress did not agree, but asked for a further report on the subject which was never produced owing to Wilmott's premature death. An analysis of Necker's unitary names is at present in preparation to demonstrate the large number of name changes which might be required by acceptance of Mansfeld's proposal, and at the same time it will be shown that few if any changes will be required if those names of Necker which have been in general use by later authors as generic names are accepted as from the earliest author who made binary combinations under them. It seems, therefore, that some means of rejecting, as invalidly published, all the names concerned is the best solution of this problem.
The argument as to the use of the term "species" by Necker and an attempt to equate it to the Linnean "species" is a double-edged one, as has been most admirably demonstrated by Proskauer (1958). The word species is not unique to biology and merely refers to the fundamental unit in the classification of any collection of objects, natural or otherwise. Necker's "species" was applied to biology by the addition of the word "naturalis" and in effect he stated that in his view the fundamental unit in biology (species naturalis) was not the Linnean species, but the Linnean genus. It will be recalled that this view is held by a fair number of modern biologists (Laurence et al. 1953), though not as a rule by taxonomists. This disagreement about the meaning of words cannot be regarded as a sound basis for discarding Necker's names and indeed has resulted in Mansfeld's proposal to retain them. His proposal is strengthened by the fact that some few of the Necker names are conserved and quite a large number appear among the nomina rejicienda.
As an example of the kind of thing which will occur if Mansfeld's proposal is accepted at Montreal, the case of Dactylorhiza Necker versus Dactylorchis Vermeulen may be cited:
Article 52 requires the retention of a generic name when a genus is divided into two or more genera. Necker followed this (then unwritten) rule when he divided Orchis Linn. into the three parts Orchis Linn., Dactylorhiza Necker and Abrochis Necker. Following his description of Abrochis, he gave a clear statement of the constituents of the three genera by reference to Murray's (14th) edition of Linnaeus, Syst. Veg. of 1784. That work included (pp. 807-811) no fewer than 50 species referred to Orchis Linn., the last six being listed as imperfectly known ("Bulbis etiamnum ignotis"). The first ten ("Corollae galea calcarata") Necker referred to his Abrochis, the next twenty-three ("Bulbis indivisis") to Orchis and the remaining eleven ("Bulbis palmatis" and "Bulbis fasciculatis") to Dactylorhiza.
The following table gives essential details of these eleven species, showing how they are distributed in modern classifications. There are no data on the topic but it seems a fair assumption that the first six were well known to Necker as living plants; most of the remainder probably only by (inadequate) description. Without attributing a type method to Necker it seems fairly clear that the type of his name Dactylorhiza must be chosen from the first six, and since Gymnadenia was described by Robert Brown in 1813, from the first four. The methods of typification sanctioned in the Code are not by any means exhaustive. It is often necessary to assume that when a genus is split into two or more, or some of its species are transferred to other genera, the type at least remains. In the present case, none of the species transferred elsewhere has any special claim to be the type of Dactylorhiza. A lectotype must be sought among the four that remain.
The holotype of Dactylorchis Vermeulen (1947) is Orchis incarnata; there is no reason for avoiding this species as the lectotype of Dactylorhiza Necker (1790). Dactylorchis is in such circumstances a nomenclatural synonym of Dactylorhiza, and a superfluous illegitimate name. * Perularia Schlechter, accepted by some authors.
